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against the Frears’ motion to vacate the Judgment pursuant to the written
Cardmember Agreement that governs the revolving charge account that
led to the Judgment. CP 119 — CP 121. Said Cardmember Agreement
calls “for the payment of [EGP’s] attorneys’ fees and costs in the event of
default.” CP 120. The first paragraph of the Cardmember Agreement,
which is entitled ACCEPTANCE OF THIS AGREEMENT, states “You
will be bound by this agreement if you or anyone else authorized by you
use your account for any purpose, even if you don’t sign your card.” CP
120.

The Frears opposed EGP’s motion for attorneys’ fees and costs
primarily on the grounds that EGP was, in their view, barred from
recovering its attorneys’ fees and costs under the Washington Collection
Agency Act, RCW 19.16 (the “WCAA”) because EGP was, allegedly, an
unlicensed collection agency when it filed suit against the Frears. CP 220
— CP 222. This was the first time the Frears ever put forth the idea that
EGP violated the WCAA. See id. EGP replied and explained why the
Frears WCAA argument was neither properly before the trial court nor
viable on the merits and why EGP should in fact recover its fees and costs
from the Frears under the Cardmember Agreement. CP 233 - CP 236.

On January 19, 2018 the trial court held a hearing on EGP’s

motion for attorneys’ fees and costs and granted this motion in accordance
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MS. ASAN: Thank you, Your Honor.
THE COURT: Thank you so much, Counsel. Have a good
day.
MS. ASAN: You too.

(Proceedings adjourned.)
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